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ABSTRACT
ABSTRACT

T

/

program on career,education using duplex (two-;;y’
Tocated in different dities,.sﬂmﬂtﬁneous] here were two main unknown

y/
tities: the partxcu]ar curriculum content career education was untrie

workshop methods. T
" The report descr1bes the overall objective, plan, def1n1t1ons, and the Grid
It describes the nature and methodo]ogy of the training thatdwag-attempged and
'the procedure and expectat1ons in using the Gr1d It. portrays the eva]dation
approach .and process in th1s case, The eva]uat1on data and‘statxst1cs Are pre-
sented with their 1mp11cat1ons Certain findings are d1scussed;and exp1a1ned
and summary statements are made about the advantages, d1sadvantages and tﬁe
findings., Ap-append1x includes examples of all the instruments empJoyed in
the evaluation, . | : \: o i
It can be summarized that a system like the Te]ecompotér Grid is usetdléfor
certain purposes and under certain cond1t1ons. It has 1nherent advantages and
d1sadvantages, orie of the factors that this study does not attempt to eva]uate
is the cost-beriefit in comparison to other methods. Because so many states are
p1anning various -educational techno]ogie?iznd expansions; tdis report mgy be of_

significance to all those contemplating various audiovisual methodologies. |
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* PREFACE

«

In September 1974 the éducat1ona1 Beve]opment Corporat1on subm1tted a

successful pr0posaP for a th1rd party eva]uat1on of Project INTERACT an

v e

‘ 1nnovat1ve and somewhat exper1menta1 -effort to present teacher inservice

training 1n .a relat1ve1y un?éw111ar subJect via the Texas Telécomputer Grid.

&
Funds for 'such an eva]uat1on vere very limited,sbut by concentrdting on ’
Qb-

des1gn and analysis of 1nstruments and request1ng TEA assistance in many as—

_pects of the work, thlS'organ1zat1on felt that a useful eva]ua§1on study was

possible. - e 3

‘One part1cu1ar concern, shared by project personne] and evaluators,

was that the information ga1ned from the various evaluative approaches shou]
be made ava11ab1e as the.work progressed thus insuring that this mater1a1
would have "formative" impact rather than rema1n a "summative" Judgment ‘In

order to accomplish this, several infdrmal conferences were held throughout,
AN .

'_ and it is felt that these were of value to all parties,

“The cooperatlon and support of Martha hestbro k and John Etheredge were

’:freely given and are gratefu11/ acknowledged. In addition, the evaluat1én de-

.§jgn required the active participation of many busy people - teachers, admin-

{

) istrators,'and TEA personnel. To a1l vwho helped in this effort, and most

especia]1§,tg‘the:ﬁdvisory Panel members, who gaye generously of their time and

/

expert%se, the Educational Development Corpoydtipn would 1ike to express sincere

appreciation. « 't . o

.
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I. INTRQDUCTION

This repart comprises a thirdparty evaluation of Projecf INTERACT,
an e%per1menta1 oject involving (the présentationaof caﬁeer education &
inservice programs to elementary school teachers by means of the Texas

Telecomputer Grid, which is a telecommunications network. The evaluation has -

two main thrusts: evaluation of the career education content materié], and,
_evaluation of the use of the Telecomputer Grid as a techno]og; for deTivehf
of teacher inservice programs. ' |
Objectives 3

rs

Mqre specifically, the evaluatiqp was intended to address four séparste
dimensions af the entire projeth ' .
- ToA1) the’programming and the content;
(2) the teasher responses to the progfémming; !

(3) the indirect inf]uenie of the program upon the students; and

(4) the telecdmmunications medium, ‘ _ {f,ﬂ~ﬂ'““;‘fﬂq
thodo]og1es vere used and several opportun1t1es taken 0

address the various Ob3s ctives and, to obtain data and formnfate opinions

about their outcomes. These Wi

report.

1- be descr3ped~1h appropr1ate sections of the

© Definitions ;

éi _Generally, this report uses technolog%cal and educatisqgl\zocabulary in
a“hormal, évenyday context. However, two phrases a;e used throyahout which *~ |
might require explanat1on or definition, as follows:

(1) "Dup]ex te]ev1s1on" or "dup]ex TU"--the Telecomputer Gr1d has the
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capab111ty of .using two separate v1deo flannels s1mu1taneous1y. The arrange»

. ment of equ1pnent and. c1rcu1try is sUch that the p1ctures from the teﬂeV1s1on

camera at‘the stud1o vihere. the program orlg1nates are presented on receivers

'Zat several locations at the same t1me. Each of these 1ocat1ons has severa1

teachers watching the monitor. Simultaneously, cameras at each location are
capturing the audiences; these pictures are sent back on the c{rcuitry and
are available on monitors at other locations, as well as at the studio itself.
It3is not possible for several locations, to be shown at the same time in any. '
one location; only two monitors can function per location and usua]]y those
show the progran broadcast and the p1cture from their own cahera . By astute
control of the mjxer pane] at the main studio 1ocat1on, the' sqbstat1ons

can be switched during the interactive period and those on/the network can )
all segZeither the broadecast or another substation with which they are inter-
acting, 1n add1t1on ‘to themselves.

At

(2) "Interaction" occurring on this network can be defined- as the use

of cameras at all locations in such a way that teachers at one location may-

communicate with teachers at another location, or with the program director,
They can see and hear each other, ask questions, explain viewpoints, and inter-.
act as specifically as they vwould if they viere in the same roOmM. ~This requires

extremely agile and flexible cgntro] ' ' -~

. -
gy

The methodo]ogy for the program was to organ1ze tEe:fntire’Spectrum of - _
career education so that it cou]d be presented as an overview and inservice
training to elementary teachers in eight one-hour sessions. The sess?QQs were.

scheduled approximately two weeks‘apart, about the Same time on the same\day

- »
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of the Week and wwth a]l but one program or1g1nat1ng from the network head-
) quarters at KiTTeen Texas, In all cases, ‘at least 30 minutes and somet1mes

as much as ‘an hour was taken up by program or1g1natnon from the control po1nt

’

In the ear11er programs, several m1nd&es 1n the second ha]f hour were set’

’

C Y .- . as1de for interaction betueen the program d1rector and one or more of the network

-

'f : i:“:. '.stat1ons. As the teachers got more used -to. th1s type of 1nterac+1on and as

| the programs picked up speed and eff1c1ency, the 1nteract1on became more Spon-
-~ S taneous and 1ess3 schedu]ed. The eight sessions were designed to give a‘gen:
eral overview of the entire field of career education and to’emoloy severa]:

-

presentation methodologies;'in,order'to maximize the impact of different types
of presentat1on. . ’ .
‘ An adv1sory panel was formed compr1S1ng members of the Texas Educat1on
Agency and outs1de personscw1th competenc1es e1ther in career éducation or
(', in the use of te]ev1s1on This adv1sory panel met four t1mes, each time it

. V1ewed video tapes of two of thé programs -and eva]uated them by means of

'quest1onna1re forms. The f1nd1ngs ard opinions of” the adV1sory pane] are

1nc1uded in the overall findings of theSreport. In add1t1on the teachers ‘par-

Yy

~ t1c1pat1ng in the program, number1ng some 85, as well as the fac111tators, C.

program d1rectors, and others 1nvo]ved; vere g1ven forms to f1]] out prior to ‘

. ‘ the prog;ams to prov1de input data, quest1onna1res comp]eted dur1ng the programs
to provide process .data, and, a t1na] form to conp]ete after the prOJect to pro-:
vide output,data. These findings are also included in the overa]l‘report.

(A complete list of Advisory Panel members will be found in Appendix 0.) .

. ' st "
[

MC \ )
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The lletwork - - - « ", ,

-

The Texas lelecomputer Grid, a telécommnications netwerk with several
e -

.capabilities, fs'operated by,Central Texas College in Killeen, Texas and has.

Al

© its main studios there, A map showing the Tayout of the netwofk comprises

Figure 1. For the fu\i distance of this networ , two" channels of te]ev151on, 3

six chanpels of data tyansmission, apd four channels of audio commun1cat1on

are availahle. . S

.. . * & -
ATheﬂmain orig{nafjpg ifudios, as indicated, are at Killeen, Texast where‘
masteﬁ‘coniroi,aﬁd other swi@ching facilities are a?aj]qb]e.,'Here, engineering, "
the camdra work, and other studio work are performed by stupeﬁ?s of the co]iege'
Qho are engaged in 1earning~tﬁe fundamenfe}s ef television operq}ion:'

In Dallas, the facility-is at Sky]ipe High Schoel, where fairly good
—equipmeht is avai]db]ed along qjth reasonably competent students te operate
it. This'1ocation_hqs color cameras and the work here is done rather well.

At Fort 'lorth, the\?acilfty is lacated at Southvest High School, where -
the equipment is quite.old, and vorn-out and the ;tudehts who operate it are
somewhat less well-trained than those in other locations. This caused some

+ -

prob]ens in that usually the 1nteract1on from that locatiqn could not be

o

carrfEd out as expert]y nor v1eued as vwell.as that from other 1ocat1ons.
The'facul1ty in San Anton1o was not in operation during this eqt1re

proaecj, a1though it vas schedu]ed te be. Noﬁétheless, San Antonio teachers

part1c1pated in the program ‘to the Qest of the1r ability by assemb1ing once

B
4

every two'vecks, as the other groups d1d except that in, the1r case 1t vas a’

5
i

week later and they vieved a v1deo tape made at the time of the transm1<s1on,.ﬁ

This, of course, exc]uded any 1nteract1on on thair part. The fac111ty 1n Aus-

-

¢ . 2 I3
o \ "o
. i N "
. -
.




tin was not yet operational épd é&tension of the system toward Houston had

.not been comp]eted *J;”: o, e -

Thus there was a totaLfof four groups of teachers: one at Killeen,

where the program or1g1gated;mwh1ch was in the same room with the program .
‘,\\\ cast during the brbadcast1ng, a second in Dallas wh1ch vas on line a11 the t1me'
Lo a third in Fort Horth.wh1ch was also on 11ne all the timey and a fodrth in San
ﬂ ﬂA.ntomo wh1ch was never on the }1ne and therefore had no interaction.

L4

Br1ef of the Presentat1ons

. Ea¢h of the eight program presentat1ons included an 1ntroduct1on by .
the program d1rector, John Etheredge, who exp1a1ned the purpose of the program,
how,vt would be conducted, what should be. ach1eved and how the program related.
tb other top1cs a1ready covered or yet to be covered., - ’ ?
';; ' A]most'every program prov1ded handouts to the teachers that they could ?
. ;f take homé and keep.' These handouts tnc]uded some_rather expensive and valuable o
. documents gertaining to career education, examples of different.career educationi -
P trajning nethods , and.dther materia]s nhich the teabhers might find useful in' |
their c1assrooms.. Eaeh nrogram was conducted using a'methodland tempd sone~ - .-/
what different from that of the others. One high]idhted deﬁonstration' others

g,

featured filmcTips, 1ectures, examp]es of right and wrong methodo]og1es, and many,

|

many other techniques to male points ta the teachers and to exp1a1n the reasons .

behlnd various steps in_the career education tra1n1ng S . i

-

ATl the programs provided the opportunity for interaction, sore regular-

1y' scheduled so’ that the substations would kiow exactly when it was time for
them to interact and the'teachers could then communicate directly with the

. program director of with others in the studio. On.other occasions, the inter-

t
.

v action was extemporaneous and the program-director would call on the substations

. {
. for comments, ideas, and other expressions of opinion. Sometimes this procedure

. ]
Y , Y © e . Y

»

. 34




would catch substations unexpéctéd]y, so that response§ viere s]bw or not. forth-
' L . \
coming, On the viholé, the programs wvere conducted as .originally laid but. al- -

though as they progressed lessons vere 1earned and improvements were nade

-

Thus there uas a steady ga1n in effect1veness of’ the “techniques and nethod- e

. ¥ \. ~
' | ) ology\used in the prograns, and Jdohn Etheredge went to great lengths to maximize .
{ ppportuﬁ-i es for learning and 1mprOV1ng as the programs went on, " - "

’ . . > . .
- . . . . L
- t o

. I3
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ns%upnom OF EVALUATION .

) \_Qgroa&KfW“”wﬂdw/ . o

Because this prOJect 1nvo1ved S0 many var1ab1es because more than oqe L.
grob]em had to be solved, and because the arrangements and the progranm1ng haﬁf
' . ,Peen geneféily‘uncontrol|e&,51t was rather difticuit tormulate an evaluat1on
. method that would provide the best results. If:“ ‘decided that* the
‘ evaluation woyla rely upon two mainrinpqts and'some add1t1onal, subs1d*ary
information that could be readily obtained. One of the two primary 1inputs coh-
pr1sed questaonna1re forms, prepared on a stat1st1car‘bas1s, that the part1c1pa;
t1ng teacherg would complete per1od1ca|ly. Their gains 1in knowléEEe»ahd changss
n- attttude would reflect the progress of the project. The other'maah source
of 1nput was estab|1shed through thedﬁormat1on of an_Advisory Panet, proVidihg
;ocal expertise in career education, as far as the content of the brqgrams was
ccncerned,'and in te1ev1sioh and techno]ogy,'as far as the methodo]oéy v/as, con-
) cerned. This adV1sory panel would neet per1od1ca11y, would review video tapes
\\\‘—“of all the programs, and, if poss1b1eg would w1tness Tive' programs. It was )
’ fe?t that the conclusions ‘and recommendat1ons of theqpane1 wou]d be 1mportant

in the eventua] determination of project outcone. . ;
.’ ¢

/,
In add1t1on to .these two main sources of 1nformat1on there viere other in-
. e—
. puts from 1nterV1ews with people on the program and from quest1onna1res f111ed

¢

out by pr1nc1pa1s ‘of the teachers 1nvd1ved and by other, per1phera1 teachers
who were able to observe changes in those part1c1pat1ng In addition, the

- fac111tat0§§, (those personsnuho superv1sed and. arranged each of the teacher,
groups at each 1ocat1on for each program), also comp]eted quest1onna1res in-

d1cat1ng the1r 0p1n1ons concern1ng the prooect
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F1na11y, sore cons1derat1on vas g1ven to gett1ng 1nfonnat1on from parents,

e
students, and poss1b1y still other sources , but ne1ther t1ne nor money penn1tted

< - b4

e , ) :
, * th ges to be tapped T e’ ‘ , ‘
. , st1onna1re§, The part101pat1ng teachers prepared an 1nput or pretest— -

type questionnaire vhich vas f111ed out before the first program and™thich Was

) then re and scored by compUcer. This quest1bnna1re 1s shiown as Append1x A.
) After the first two prograns, the teachers comp]eted another quest1onna1re which

K

~ was al:o fed 1nto the computer apd which appears as Append1x B Thﬁs 1s the
| fon1 dated 30 October 1974, - "+~ 7 R | . B
.- After the fourth progranm oj the.project” the‘teachers were given a.second
process questionnaire, which is'shonn'as Appendix p.
After four more programs,'the teachers vere given a final procéss.ques-
tionnaire, prinari]y covertng the last four programs. This questionnaire,.‘
) " dated 5 ”arcn 1975, corprises Append1x D. %
F1na11y the teachers vere glven an, overa]l qu05c1onna1re to obtain their
opinions on and ergluat1on of the entire course. 'This form is dated & narch
and appears as Append1x E, ~ - *
'These f{;u quest1onna1res g1ven to participating teachers veré all compared
stat1st1ca11y by computer, and represent(the bulk of the findings of this report
'Although other questionnaires vere given to other groups, none of them were
- handled by computer, ahd they comprise a less important segment of the overall

. [§
conc]usions

A

The fa 11tators uere present dur1ng all of the proorams They were given

a precest questionnaire much the same as that adm1n1stered to the teachers,

ta obtain similar kinds of advance infoymation, This fo dated 15 October,

appears as Appendix F, The facilitators were not given procepgs .questionnaires,

’




. them to answer as they those. The letter to the fac111tators sq;§q1t1ng

" intervieus were c]ear]y impossible during the programs, and because much of

but they were g1ven the opportun1ty to make a f1naT'“va1uat1on, not in ques~-

- — ] T

tionnaire form but through open-ended or essay-type quest1ons presented to

the1r overa]] op1n1ons 1s dated 7 larch and is shoun as Append1x G. The ques-
tionnaire g1ven t0~other teachers, pr1nc1pals and nenbers of the school staffs

at the begwnn1ng of the program.comprises the form dated 30 October and is attached

» .
- v

as Append1x H, ° Co - \ Yo -y

. s

THe questionnairé given to the_Advisory Panel to determine their back- ~

ground and pr1or know]edge vas adm1n1stered v1a a form dated 6 Hovember 1974

~

which appears as Append1x I The critique form that the pane] used to eva?uate

,.
-3

s g

the v1deo tapes was used for the first two. presentat1ons as it appears in

(XY

Append1x J; subsequently, it wac chenged to the forms shown 1n Appendices K and L’

, then used thereafter. The overall, final form given to the Advisory Panel at

the end of the n;oaect is dated*25 ﬂarch and appears as Append1x M.

Intervie:s. Ear}y in the proaram it was env1s1oned that 1nterv1ew1ng .
the part1c1pat1ng teachers at appropriate t1m°s and-poss1b1y observing them in
the c]assroon would provide Useful input to the overall eva]uat1on. As it
turned out, the teachers barely arrived in time for each of the schéduled

-

programs to start. Teachers were quite nervous before the programs started,

.th1s project took up the teachers own time, they generally left'as soon as the

programs were’ over, so that it was not possible to conduct very productive inter-

views. A form was prepared for interviews nevertheless, and it is shown as -

-

’Appendix N However, so few interviews wvere conducted and so few, observations

Jmade in th1s manner that the informat;pn obtained via th1s form is v1rtua]1y
!

& . . .
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Agency. The computer run 1nVo1ved stat1st1ca1 stmmaries for the.purpose of °

’ r.

tlon, suggest1ons for des1rable 1nput were rece1ved from

Project personneT gnd fron\AHV1sory Panel members and these vere 1ncorporated

into subsequent-inptruments vheneyer possible. C ‘
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» .+ JV. EVALUATION DATA

As stated prev1ous]y, the 11m1ted f1nanc1a1 resources available for this.

2

evaluative study dictated a dependence on op1n1on surveys of the part1c1pants
| and genera]]y prec]uded a more thorough effort that would 1nvo1ve extensive and
obJect1ve follow-up measures in the 1mpacted classrooms., In addht1on the
; . des1rab111ty of formative input suggested occasional changes fﬂjthe 1nstruments
)n order to gain “irmediately usefu] information, at the expense of str1c+ com-
para5111ty of resu]ts. For these reasons, and because of the inherent un-
ol reliability of quest1onna1res completed under uncontrolled cond1t1ons, the dnal-

>

ysis of the resu]ts~1s 11m1ted to number and‘percentage compﬁ?wsons, where pos- ’

-

sible, and genera]]y to simple statements of fairly obv1ous'preferences.

.

& * The input from the -Advisory Panel was quite complex, and members of thijs

%o . , : . .
~ %4 son, the main findings from their opinion questionnaires invo]ve their responses

groun steadfasily resisted any attemnt to'force choices on'them.' For th{z rea-
" to th‘ppen ~-ended quest1ons, where they answered most freely and helpfully,

Though material of this sort has important impact, it is more amenable te treat-

P ment in terms of narrative d1scuss1on’than in terms of statistical ana'Iys1s.~

»  Some data from their questionnaires are ;included in this sectidn, but most of

their comments are summar1zed in the following sections of the report ActuaYiy,

*§1nce the .participating teachers also responded to open-ended quest1ons, some of

the1r valuable insights are -also covered more in later sections than in this one,

1. Participating Teacher Questionnaires. t

L]

’ The first .(October 16th) questionnaire contained questions that were in=-

» " tended to describe-tne sanple, In addition, a briaf "pretesf" consisting of '
. questions about information in the field of career education was included. The
) extremely tight time schedule made it impossible t;.develop a pretest dealing

L~ e
”
-




! ; " (:‘;/if}
spec1f1ca1]y with matemal to be presented in the classes; therefore,some 1tems :
/ B
from an a]Yeady exastmg test in this area were se]ected with the pem1ss1on
A
‘ of its.developer, Dr, Ua]ter Stenning of Texas A and M Un1vers1.ty. ) _
A Questmnnawe of 16 October, 1974 , L ‘ B ) “"
(Not all respondents answered all questions., ) . S
. i =
Age: Range 22 - 63, M = 38. ‘ s S ’
. ) . . A '_;:_:_; S
\ Sex: 72 Fema]e;-6 lia]e. ' v .7 Lo
i . . ')." S T —: :: . ¢ .?
Highest Degree 47 B,A.3 31 M.A, : ' VIR D o
Grade Taugiits K -431-1132-5;3-8;4-13;5-11:6 - &
Area of Specialization: Elementary Education, most frequents; - — - B
. Language Arts, second; . 7 s
. - . . Art and Counseling, third. ~ e,
‘ Years in’ this school: Range 1 - 20; 1 = 5,50. e o
~ Years in this system: Range 1.- 29; M = 9,03. : E ~
e Years teaching: 1 - 36; i1 =12,28. o, o
Career Education Training: 24 yes; 54 no. Ly . S =
' Formal courses: Range 0 - 8. T X -
Horkshops or short courses: ‘Range 1 - 3. . v * - '
Read bopks or articles about career education: 51 yes; 'Zg-no. Q i S
Inservice training in any fields 33 yes; 43 no. - ) s
Experience with educational TV: ¥7 yes; 49 no.
" Experience with duplex TV: 1 yes (Medical-Dental training). . ' \i
Use of career education curriculum mater:i'a'ls: 29 yes; 49 no: el 3
Career education taught in your school: 42 yes; 36 no. " [
I as a separate class; . : . £y
27 as a part of several subject areas; ) : ot
. 23 as the teacher teels 1t is needed. ' T k.
- : : u‘
Involvement in career education: classroom teacher, interested but no specia!.-
training, most frequent; -
specific training or experience, seconds f;
faculty representative for this program, thi d.
N b .
A3 | A
\)4 Al ‘ =

ERIC | L |
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The most ftequently mentioned. as hoped-for Qaies from participation {n
the proéect were, first, to\1earn methods of teaching others about.career ed-
dcation;ssecond, to gaina better understanding of career education; and third,
to get ideas about activities and materials for c]assroom use. The reéu1ts
: of the pretest will be discuesed in comparison with the post-test, adminfstered
with the March 5th quest1onna1re (see below).

(.
. B. Questionnaire of 30 October, 1974 ) ‘

(Administered after the first two INTERACT programs - not all respondepts‘

answered all questions.) . . .
Enjoyed participatibn} 66 yeé; 1 no.

Hsked questions or made comments "oe the air": E18 yes; 45 no.

Will use materials or information in classroom: 62 yes; 9 no.
Found the technical equipment: .

-working well all the Lime, 12

-mostly satisfactory, 48; -

-having many problems, 6;

-highly disappointing, 4.

4 e
Found the material presented:
‘ =helpful, 62; . -new, 153
-not relevant, 33 -familiar, 21; ] v
-mostly useless, 2; -o0ld, 3. o,

Found the format and physical arrangements: ,
~comfortable, 30; o . .
-acceptable; 383
~clumsy, 33

. ~-discouraging to interaction; 1. "

A compar1son of the duplex TV techn1que with other types of inservice training:
-Horkshops better. 14; same, 18; duplex TV better, 29;
-. =Training films better, 9; sace, 133 duplex TV better, 39,
~Tape- s11de or filmstrips bettér 4; same, 1; duplex TV better, 48 . ;

. T, Statement concern.ng present opinion.of this tra1n1ng: ‘
‘ -needs to improve, 7; -
-redlly great so far. 373:
¥ . -material fine, techn1que a problem, 14;
' -mostly a waste of L1u~, 63 .
-technique interesting, subJect matter so-so, 3
’ ﬂ§obab1y the best they could do, 1,

]

| ' : a3 : .
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Single mos{ useful th1ng learned:

~-possibility and importance of teach1ng career education at any level,
most frequent; {
-becoming-acquainted with career educat1ow second;

-importance of career awareness at an ear]y age, th1rd

-how to’ connun1cate, relate, and 1nteract fourth s

-

Single most obvious fault or shortcoming: ' '
-inadequacy of equ1pment leading to distraction and breakdown of 1nter&ct1qn,
most frequents
-uncomfortable setting (too hot), second {mostly from the §ihd1o in K111een%.
-participation and interaction less than expected, thirdy
-lack of appropriateslevel materials, fourth. ) SZ

Suggestion for i

M A}

C. ng?tionnaire f 10 Pecember 1974
(Not all responden{s answered all questions.)

‘This instrument differed from the others and was mostly for the specific’

purpose of comparing the third and fourth programs with the first two. Thus

it does not fit 1nto the total design, but is of format1ve interest in as-
certaining the d1fferent1a1 acceptance of two moaes of presentation, one con=-
centrating the interaction in the second half of the program and stressing
infoqﬁation (Programs 1 and 2), and fhe other featuring continuous interaction
and‘;tressing deronstration (Programs 3°and 4). ~ )

Preference?

-Programs 3 and 4, 44;
-Programs 1 and 2, 03

. — =Equal, 18. . ' -

Satisfaction with interactionf

~Programs 3 and 4 better, 45; ' ar
-Programs 1 and 2 satisfactory, 2; ‘

o real preference, 13. . N\

N
Materials packets:

. -complete, 20; _ ' ;
-useful, 41; o A 4 g
-incomplete, O; ’ T,




K

7.

. i
-mainly good as a resource, 26; . .
-not relevant to my-classroom needs, 5;
-stale or over-used, 1;
~require unavailable material, 2.

» ~ . ) 4 ‘/

Difficu]ty in finding appropriate activities for your grade? yes, 6; no, 53.

Op1n1on of project so far ‘
-effective, 34; - . .
=t00 hurrwed 8
-confus1ng, 9
~no 1nteract1on o) far, technical prob]ems, 15.

Pass1ng microphone around is:
-too troublesome, 0;
~distracting, 8;

-not too bad, 31;
-interesting, 6. .

Talking on camera is:
-frightening, 3;
-inhibiting, 4;
-fun, 10;

-getting easier, 29;
~haven't done it, 3. . ’ '

iyl

f -

I would 1ike more interaction: yes, 343 no, 10. , -

I am more interested in speaking with:
-the presenters, 22: . ‘
~teachers at other sites, 20. .o
- A
Compared to workshops; the amount,of interaction was: more, 24; less, 8%
: the same, 12, .
/

The one-hour period was
" -about right, 41;
-too rushed, 5; '
-crowded w1th too much material, 1; ‘ P

-too long, 2. .
. 9 P 4
What will you be looking for.in future programs?
-more useful grade-appropriate materials and activities, most frequent;
-more interaction and participation, second;
-=more specific information about career educatwon third.

Hhat vould you change about' the programs?
-accent materials and activities (1ike .numbers 3 and 4), most frequent; —
-more time to complete projects and ask questions, second;
-accent interaction and sharing, third.

~)

-
2

17 S



@
2

* The formgt and physical arrangemﬂnts

D. Questionnaire.of 5 March 1975

’

The brief first portion of this qdestionnéire requested reattions only
to @He last four INTERACT progréms; “The second portioh comprised the "post-

test" previously referred to. (ot all respondehts’answered all questiongf):

Theanater1a? presented was: . ’ "
-helnful, 62; ° -new, 213
-OK,.bpt not relevant, Z; ~-familiar, 17; -
-most]y useless, 3j - =0ld, 3.:

Vould you use anything shown in these programs in your cﬂassrooms’
_ yes, 693 no, 4.

. A v
¢
r - ~ !

-mmmrmbm,29,
~acceptable, 38;
~clumsy or distract1ng,é¢ _ .
-d1scourag1ng to interaction, 6 u
The.§*ng1e most usaful thing leatned: . o
objectives of career education, carecer awareness, most frequent;
-classroom techniques, activities, interesting the students, second;
-variety of d1 ferent resources, now ideas, third. :
The most obvious fault or¢§hortcom1ng.
~-technical probiens, agp1se, rost frequent;
~inconvenience of place and §1ne, "rushing", second; <
~lack of eontinuity, thirde ‘ .

" Results from the pre- and'post—testg can be summarized as follows:

. “‘Pre-test . Post-test
liean * - 10.1 . . 11.0
Median o 10,07 11.35
Fode ! 10, ) 12,
Starfdard Deviation 1.554 . 1,592

'The difference betweén the means is siénificant béyond the .01 level of con-

i

'fidence (t = 3.38%. The gifference between the medians, which is a more ap-.

propriate measure of central tendency because of the skewness of the post-test

d1str1but1on, is even more: swgn1f1cant (t'=12.00). The indication is that the

' teachers learned general 1nf9nna+1oh about career education that was not spe—

c1ﬁ1ca11y part of the curriculum, and thus that this was*an effective teaching

< N , Z\ ) 5
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method. ) L

E. Questionnaire of 6 March 1975 -~ ‘- Cag
< e ¢ . . T ’,3'

(Not all ‘respondents answered all que'é‘tiqns ) - ;,

L S Thas vias an 1nstrurent designed fo prOV1de an overview and summat1on of

the prOJect s impact on the partnc1pat1ng teachers.
. Number of programs attended: ~ - ‘ )
* . . 8)7'26 o, Co
7 -1 (Many respondents left } . r
6~-9 . this blank,)

sts LN e

Enaqyed the exper1ence yes, 533 o, 3.0 - . . foanemreg e

The techn1ca1 equ1pment ) . . LT~
o -worked well all the time, 3;. ' »
-vias mostly sat1sfactqny, 18; . "
-had a large number of problems, 23; -, - .
-vias - highly disappointing, 13. T . )

Did you personal]y ask questions or make comments "on the air"? yes, 38; no, 14.
Compar1son with other inservice tra1n1ng methods: .
-Workshops better, 22; same, 16; duplex TV better, 14; i
-Training films better, 11; sare, 16; duplex TV better 243 ‘
-Tape-s1lide or filmstrips better, 9, same, 113 dup]ex TV better, 30.
Op1n1on of the tra1n1ng experience: ~& ’
-needs to improve, 8;
_‘ -was really great, 9;
-mateyial fine, but techn1que a problem;, 32’
-mostly a waste of time, 3;
-technique interesting, subJect matter so-so, 4; ‘ .
¢ -probab]y the best they could do, 1. - , ‘ ' : :

-

Th€ materials packets vere: , .
-complete, 19; S “ ..
-usefu],'38; : ' :

-incomplete, 0;

-mainly good as a resource, 26;
-not very helpful, 1;

-mostly a waste, 1

. -not really necgssg:ij 0.

- _ 23

,,
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Yhe activities demonstrated were" o . . \
~useful, 47; . . .
~ =not c1ear1J presented, 2 . . ) '
. =too simplistic, 3; : " - ¢,
-net relevant to my c1assroom needs, 10;;' :

-stale or over-used, 2; . C ,
. =require unava11ab1e mater1als' 3, ; . -

“Was it difficult to find appropr1ate nater1a1\for the grade level of your class?

yes, 443 no, 9. SRR
The TV 1nteract1on was: o '

-effective, 23y - .

-tbo hurr1ed 10 : _ : .

.~confusing,’ TZ,\ - ’

-not possible or avaiPable, 10; -

~inefféctive, non’essent1a1 4,

e

Passing the microphone around -was: - ) ' .
: troublesome,«7; oL . t
-d1stract}ng, 163 o . .

JHQt too bad, 20.(} .o A
-not avai]ab]e, never-used, 8.« "%

» .

Ta1k1ng on camera was: - | . .

-frigntgning, 2; : - _ -
?E?ng, 5% . l .

=inhi
-fun,’

-getting easier, 163
-iqﬁ uent, 9.

Y e L
I.would have 1iked more Jinteraction: yes, 403 no, 10.

I Was more'1nterested in speaking w1th ' ) SR
-the ;presenters, 23; - . ‘
-teathers at other s1tes, 28. . b

Compared to -orkshops, the amount of interaction was:

-the same,

The one-hour perio
-about-right,

* =too rushed, 7;
-crowded w1th too much mater1a1 4,

-to0 1ong, 4,




Did part1c1pat1on fu]ft]] the hopes you had for it?
L -yes, 17; .
. 71."1 ' -I"IO, .'0; . - . ¢ ¢
A -partly, 27, S C e e ,

" # - What would you change or do differently? '
-/ © =better planning ‘and coordinatian, most. frequent
’ -more direct feedback from participants and more part1c1pat1on from -
teachers, second; -
~better location and better technical set-up, third.
What aspect of the. programs vould you particularly pra1se? -,
.-books and materials, most frequent; . , o
¢+, -prganization and "fun" of programs, secohd;. *-
-John Etheredge and presenters, third,

what aspect of the program would you part1cu1ar1y cr1t1c1ze7 »

. _ ~duplex TV technical problems, mbst frequent; . &
. - -lack of cont1nu1ty, second (on]y 3 respondents) Y : S C

¥

The facilitator was:

-a real help, 33; -not much help,. 4; . .- .
-gssential to the proaect 223 t -not that necessary, 63 --
=too bossy, 03 . : -not enough of a leader, 2.
4 , -
I recommend that this kind of inservice training be: . ) ”
~developed further, 45; PR
-dropped, 8; o - -

-used in its present form, 1.

Additional comments: ' -
-informative and interesting exper1ence, most frequent (3P
. -technical problems made evaluation difficult--it needs mach work second (15)
" (no other coniments made by more than 2 part1c1pants) .

. ’

, Summary of Teacher Quest1onna1re F1nd1ngs . o -

o~ —
o N -

Though these teachers became somewhat disi]]usioned about the technique as

r

the programs proceeded, they genera]]y fe]t 1ncreas1ng1y comfortab!e in the

situation and felt positive about the eXper16nce They va]ued the jdea of inter- E
/- :

action and were disappointed when it didn't work as well as they hoped., They

were looking for both background and skills 1n career educatTon and they vere

pleased with the materials and the Tessons. Norkshops are ev1dent1y preferred

’
I
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v

E}‘. n ' (,; = ,e v
Lo - over all other §n§ervice training methods, but, in spite of the technical in-

adequacy oft dup]ex TV at.this time, they placed it second in preference - higher
.‘\ . N
than training films, tape-s]ide presentations, or filmstrips. . .
- R . ~
~2¢ Adv1sory Panel Chécklist - Cr1t1ques o ‘

Yy ' ,As po1nted out in the. 1ntroduct1on to this section, t the main eva1uative

’

,ﬁ;_e.,,J - mater1a1 galned from the Advisory Panel nembers vas found in their comments

_and responses to open-ended questions. However, they’fa1thfu11y f111ed out
' the requested checkT1sts, and there are some ob3ect1ve data from these., As

-~ . a geneﬁ§1 ru]e _the AdV1sory Pane] members vere much more cr1t1ca1 ,than the par-

4

s+ ticipants,. wh1ch is natural, since they vere se1ected as. experts in either ed-

ucation and tra1n1ng or television and commun1cat1on technology. .

- -

| ' © .. A, Concern1no the Technﬁca] Asg;cts ' o

?rom tbe jrst segnent viewed by the panel, thexe was cr1t1c1sm of the
- ®
s techn1ca1 functTon1 g, though 1n the ear]y program cr1t1ques the conments con-
.« centrated on spec1f1c fau]ts, such as poor camera movement ‘and c]umSy and

d1SJO1ntEd mixing., This had 1nproved somewhat in. the th1rd and fourth seg-

ments, where switching locations was seen as the greatest problem. Problems
Lwnth techn1ca1 dependab111ty began troub11ng the pane1 1n Progran 6, g‘}mce

efforts to 1nteract with Ft uorth and Da]]as seemed very s1ow/and dj tract1ng.

- & [

By the sixth program the AdV1sog¥,Pane1 members uere really quest1on1ng the

techn1ca1 feas1b111ty of the coﬁcept The seventh and e1ghth programs did

1 s




" - disappointment fe]t by the panel.

" was noted,

"wh11e the med1an wgs 10 28

v - ’ -

However, at Jeast some ofithe disillusionment expressed by Advisory Panel par-

L

ticipants involves the general deterioration in techpical quality toward the

end of the proaect There were always reasons for the noticeable lapses, su

B

as’ atnosphertc cond1t1ons "the Christmas ho11day break, and the use of ent

tra1nees 3s. techn1c1ans, but exp]anat1ons really d1dn t help to d1spe1 the

+

"

B. Concerning the Subject Hatter Presentations

-

The major criticisms expressed‘by the Advisory Panel involved stereo-"
typing, -superficial and unrealjstic presentation of career education, and oc-
casional ooint1ess activity.

L]

vu]nerab111ty during the prograns, and there was,cons1derab1e pra1se for his per-

song] qua11t1es. The "awareness" aspects of the presentat1on vere part1cu1ar-

: 1y approved but the very ele mantary level of some of the act1v1t*es presented

" In the1r final summary, mo;t pane] part1c1pants felt mostly- pos1tave

abbut the program ‘content, though they po1nted‘out that the techn1ca1 fa1Tures

&
made it nearly 1mposs1b1e to get an accurate picture of the program impact.

3. Non-Part1c1pat1ng Teachér Quest;onna1re e, .

A samp]e of on- part1c1pat1ng teachers from the same school d1str1cts as
\mre repreSented 1n the prOJect k1nd1y consented to take the brief pretest.

This" group can be cons1dered as prov1d1ng base Tine data to check the project

pretest stat1st1cs. ~The nean score of th1s samp1e of 109 teachers vias 9.91,

-7

4 -

These scores do not- differ s1gn1f1cant1y from the pretest mean and median
for the project samp]e, 1nd1cat1ng€;pat the participating teachers were com-
parab]e before project INTERACT, vith other teachers in terms of genera] back~

g -
* L

2l -

PR LA

. 8 . N - .
Pane] members generally appreciated John Etheredge's




v

. %app] ications,

o
3

. ground knoﬁ]edge of careeY education. Financial limitations made it impos-
» ' : .
sible to re-test the non- part1c1pant groups«

4,.. Data from the Fac111tators and Bthens Iden ified with Project INTERACT,
Career Educat1on, or 'the Te1ecomguter Grid

The prOJect facilitators and their alternates vere asked to comnent on the
project, as vere a number’of others vho had close ties with some aSpect og
IVTERACT, career education, or the Te1ecomputer Grids The documents re-
ce1ved were thoughtfu] balanced, and most helpfuls -

The1r overai].react1on vias generally.positive, mirror%ng that of other par-
tjeipants. TQ§i$:aw considerable potential value in use of the Grid as a re-
© )
source for education, and they tended to take a broad view, encompassing a’

number_éf possible applications of this technology rather than inservice train-

ing alone. -Like the Advisory Panel,.they were critical of the present status of

Grid'maintenance, yet, on the whole, they concentrated.on what could be dd;e
if the technical difficulties were overcome. They were realistic enough to

view the project as very expensive-inservice training, but they were future-
N ’ . .
oriented g%ough to mention that innovation is often not cost-effective in early

. . . \.' '7 . »
] ' ' ) .
They suggested that any future effort of this nature start earlier in pre-

paration and orientation They also questioned the value of the interaction

with 1arge groups, fee11ng that the duplex TV techn1que is most effectivé for

small-conference- s1ze classes. There vas a suggest1on that dup]ex T needs D

a . Y

, central coord1nat10n” preferab]y by a spec1f1ca11y responsible TEA staff.

Local eva1uat1qns were evidently carriéd out by facilitators and other re-

sponsible school personnel. These evaluations, as outlined in the summaries,

w38
- %
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_generally support the data presented in this report, with generally positive re-

sponses regarding program effectiveness and many oncerns expressed about

* technical readiness of the system, .
. “ i . . !
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Lt \ V DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

B

~About ‘the Te}ecomputer Grid ' o ¥

'
. .
x

There is 11tt%e question but that the Te1ecomputer Grid was not ready

) for thjs proaect at 1ts inception, nor was it ready at the comp]et1on of the
eight lessons. The Grid does not operate fu]l t1me a:d is, in fact, closed

‘ down'a{good part of the t1me, so that for each program or presentation of

Ve

" this proaect‘qu1te a bit of work was negessary to move the system toward peak

/ eﬁf1c1ency. On several occas;ons thﬁs was not carr1ed out sat1sfactor11y and

i ’techn1caL fa11ures occurred dur1ng the presentat1on. Further, ‘the system is
compr1sed of spme new.and some old equiprent, some expensive and some cheap,
and it, is operated by students who are just learning the skills of television

production and cannot‘cope with all" the problems as “they occur. The Grid

w111;never funct1on eff1c1ent1y or effectively until it is operated fu]] time

- by fully qua]1f1ed .persons. Hoxever, it cannot reach this level of excé]]ence

until 1t finds enough clients to lease c1rcu1try to warrant its staying on

A

the air ﬁu]] t1me,yand it_cann obta1n enough clients until 4t can demonstrate

. a higher level of performance. Thus, a V1C1ous c/c1e exists in which the net-

work cannot Perform well withqut c11ents and the c11ents w111 not come in until

they see thaf -the network,can perform vell.

Ihe Texas, Education Agercy. has been supporting the Telecomputer Grid for

the past few years in d1fferent ways through money for the purchase and in- -

sta11at1on of equ1pment through tryout of various methodologies, and possibly
.through other means of ass1stance as well. Actual input is not known, but

the total fynding for the operation of the Grid has‘not yet‘reached "eritical

. mass.” That.is to say, until and unless the netwqu }é brought up to profession-

al standards and kept jin that condition (by professional standards we mean the

IS -
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_ would have been as, beneficial as originally hoped.

levels of performance vrith regard to”equipment, personnel, maintenance, and
fepair that would be expected of commercial TV broadcasters, carriers such as ]
'ATAT, etc.), possible c1i€ntsfare going to view the working of the system as un-
satisfactory. Thi; means that continuing to provide small amounts of funding will
result in cqntinuing‘gisappointment, because a{though one pragﬁem may be
solved, others will be disc&vered or will suddenly develop. Only sufficient
bootstrap funding supborf‘can get the system into satisfactory shape.
Counterac?ing John theredge's high dedication, good organization, and
effective programs vas the fact that the Telecomputer Grid itself operated very
jﬁefficient]y and encountered fﬁéquént failures duringjthe course of these
programs. So;;%imes the fajlures were vide;, sometines audio, and somefimes
both; often the cameramen were nat doing 2 good job (zoorming when they should
hgve been fading; sﬁitching to the wrong camera ét the wrong tire, or cutting
away from people in the middle of a sentence); and there were many other problems
caused by the generally poor eq%ipment and thé inexperience o? the bpetgf?ng
crevi, 1aﬁy times dhring,thé course of the programs the microwave links failed
or ma]funct%gned, probabiy:becausc of atmospherics., This prevented interaction
or communication between sites at times when it should have taken place. Thus,'
the-coqc?usions of most 6f‘the participating teachers and of the Adviscry Panel
arg»}hat this process of interaction by two:way television might possibly be
successful ff'evenything WQ;ked well, although they felt uncertain thatﬁ even
with everything working we]],_thé resh]ts of the program and thg interaction

.

[}
About the Program Content

John Etheredge had originally decided not to follow the usual pattemn for

presentation of career education, but to design his owm, with tuo majpr con=-

. ~—.
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siderations. The first was‘that’career education is not a separate subject,

but one which needs to be highlighted frequentl} during thelteaching of other
subjects; éhis requires good organization and broad caree; education aware- i
ness and know]edge. The second consideration was that the Telecomputer Grid made
use of,a technology that was not normally available, and rather unusual tech- ”
niques and sequences were required for maximun impact, As a resu}t{ no two,

- of thereight programs ,in the broject followed the same pattern of 6rganization
and presentation or Ehe same seqdence of “fechniqyes. Eaeﬁ program Had‘a dif-
ferent structure and was designed to pfoduce a different dnd measurable impact
on distant aud{ences. Each was also designed to maximize what had been ob-

’ ?» ﬁﬂserved and learned in the previous programs. Thus, the cight programg coufd
not be laid out far 1n advance, a]though they were sketch1]/ des1oned in ad-
vance, but the 1ater programs were. reorgan1zed and adapted to correct prev1ous
m1stakes. It must be remembered that these programs ere preséhted 1% ve, withe

‘ no pr1or V1deqtap1ng (This does not include material which was clipped from

3
other films and presented as part of a live program.) ' There is no quéétion

about the extreme dedication of Etheredge and his attention to details in or-

.

. . ) _ .-
ganizing and presenting the programs. He travelled to,all sites betuween programs

to discuss theﬁ, to get suggestions for improvement from facilitators and teach-

ers, and to develop further interest in the programs. -~ . -

" This methodology does not permit very much 1nd1v1dual1zat1on of instruc-
tion, although the books? pamphlets, guides, manuals, and reading materials that'f
wére given out at most programs EOdld,be read by teachers on thefr own, It .
must be realized that this technique basically provides mass, one-way instruction,

although here there was some opportunity for interaction. « For this interaction

4 . > 'A? 3
to occur, however, some 80 to 90 teachers.in four difterent locations all had

ve .
P \
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fu " to be at an appointed place'at a given time, Whether or not they felt well,
whether or not it was raiming, and whether or not they could find é parking
place, -they still had to-be in the room at the time the program started and had

to stay there for exactly one hour. There was no opportunity for make-up if

¢

they missed a program or lesson. The conclusion that must be redched here is
{that such a methodology has only very limited flexibility, and does not con-
,%sfqer individual taste$, choices, or preferences as to methods of learning. In

" short, it is an enforced methodology to which participants must make their
] o~

contributions at precisely the right time, It should be noted, however, that

wqusbops, which 'were evidently the participating teachers' preferred method of

inservice training, share some of these dravbacks, ~

About the Organization and bresenthtion

There is no question but that John Etheredge's enthusiasm, dedication,

and excellent performance are major factors responsible for the progrém’s gen-'
erating interest and obtaining good results. ’Further, without visits between
programé, without someone making continuous efforts to generate interest and

' improve the programs, the outcomésgmight have been }esg,positive;

In a project 1ike this, one must consider the possibility of the Hawthorne

+

,},,—Effect* operating throughout, as a result of the general excitement and enthu-

* Experiments were conducted in the Hawthorne 'lorks of the 'lestern Electric

Company (Chicago) from 1927-1932 to determine factors influencing the torkers'

performance, motivation, attitudes, lcyalty, etc, After several years of

statistical and behavioral study, the experimenters finally realized that a
«small group selected for any kind of experiment or for whatever reason exper-

jenced an upiift of morale and attitude and an-improvement in performance just

as a result of having been selected, and regardless of any other factors. This

phenomenon has come to be called the "Hawthorme ‘Effect.”

- o J‘ - . .
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siasm generated, This7is not necessarily bad, nor does it necessarily lead to

erronéous con¢lusions, for if the prograhs were presented again and the Tele-
computer Grid,used again, then the Hawthorne Effect might again produce sig-‘

nificant and encouraging results., However, when a program or project is pre-

sented on a routine, operational basis, then.the Hawthorne Effect is 1likely to

be Tlost.
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VI. SUNAARY STATEMENTS
Summary of Ad&angéges ) <

%OnJ;be basis of the above discussions and the consensusrof the teachers
and Advisory Panel, the fo]10w1ng possible advantages are indicated:

, (1) The Telecomputer Grid offers the opportunity_to rcach groups of peop]e’:>

in severa] locations s1mu]tanebusly, on short not1ce to | v1de %nfonnat1on

and to obta1n conrmnts and reactions;
(2) Use of the Grid presents an opportunity to reduce trave requirements
for & number of people;
(3) The Grid permits interaction and discussion between groups, %hus pro-
vﬁd%ng the opportﬁnity for vgnting of opinions and emotions;
(4) A variety of techniques can be used fo convey information, as on
commercial television; |
(5) There is an opportanity for.severa] kinds of group conferencing:
formal lectures, bpen discussion sem'iarg, and very informal brain—sto.ming;
(6) In many ways, the Grid can (potentially) duplicate the advantages of
viorkshops, especially in making the expertise or special skills of certain in-
dividualg’widely available, and at some savings in time and, perhaps, money
(e.g.,"master teachers," popular and expensive lecturers, etc.). o ¢

Summary of Disadvantages,

It is always easier fdr anyone to be critical than to be commendatory’,
and ve are no exception to the rule. However, the following summary repre§ents
. * lad
the consensus of others, and not merely our own opinion, although we also viewed

the taped programs and feel that these findings are accurate.

(1) The entire network needs to be "débugged,” then kept in top operating

e i
<9 -
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c?nd1t1on There is a serious question és to whether the equipment and personne'l‘j
now on hand’ can actually attpin sat1sfactory 1evels of performance, since al-

most the entire network is operated and ma1nta1ned by students, who lack the
maturity and experience to ensure sat1sfactory open§i1on,

(2) Although specific dollar figures have not *heen obtained and costs'ca]-
culated have been omitted from this evaluation, it neverthe]ess seems to be
evident that the cost per student hour of a system like the Telecomputer Grid 1s ’
far higher than that of most of the other instructional methods available;

(3) A system 6f this nature lacks certain types of flexibility. Where-

as de]ivenf of the content can be aquite flexible, demands on the audience are

very rigid. Time, place, appearance, and subject are all beyond the participant's

choosing; the ent1re audience, in all Tocations, moves in Tock-step;

(4) Any 1nteract1ve system such as this one 1acks individualization of in- -
;truction. Considering that the trend in tedching children is more and more
towand'peﬁsdnélized diagnostics, schedu]ing; and measurement; it would séem

logical to use this metgedolqu 1ncreasing]y'rdther than decreasingly in teacher

b , ~ -

education; ’ )

t5) Similarly, iestructing.separaﬁe'groups, as in this project, is hin-
aered'Ey.the fact that each group will have a'dffferent level of both knoﬁledge ‘
and interest. Thus, such iqstruction can on]y aim ;t the mid-point,'or average,
of the groups, and in so doing it runs the risk of missing all of them;

(6) Once cqmmissioned, a network such as this one nﬁght become a perennial

millstone-<it costs money whether used or not, Hence, the compulsion to use it

"to get the money{s worth" arises, and it is used whether such. use is actually

ﬁ’l. »
O
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advantageous or not. - .

-

The statement of these disadyantages seems Father severe and ruthless; it

~

is, not so.intenqed. It is, however, best to be frank, and even somewhat extra-

~polative, rather than to "brush anything under the_rug."”

Findings o ,
In the 1light of all the foregoing facts, op1n1ons, computations, 1nterv1ews,

and observat1ons, the following f1nd1ngs emerge =
As to the Telecomputer Grid-- )

* (1) The Gr1d is not operating ue11 for dup]ex television, and it is

doubtful that it cen operate sat1sfactor11y wi thout a sufficient transfusion

L

of funds for replacement or rehabi]i%ation of equipment and procurement end/or
training of skilled personne]l \ ) . ) -
(2) The frequent7éﬁa recupveﬁ% failures of the network prevented really
accurate evaluation of the career education program, ‘\Hot onﬁy did some of the
inséruction disappear inpo an inoperative system, but cumulative frustration
and annoyance at eﬁe system turned into at Teast sqme'disi11usion with the whole
project, including the content;
(3) If’the-Grid continues to be used as a vehicle for student instruction

in television production, it may never be suitable for professional educational

use, W oo .o e
As fo the career education content-~

({) A very large proportion of the teachers felt that they had learned a
lot a%out career educat{on,'ahd had gotten‘many new ideas ﬁbr classroom use.
' (2) The facilitators, Advisory Panel, and other professionals who observed
parts of the programs felt, with few exceptions, that the presentations were in-
teresting, diversified, stimulating and appropriate for inservice treining for

v
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‘of the poor performance of the medium.

w

4

elementary teachers,rand that, on those rare occasions when' the whole concept

9

was worﬁing.efficient]y, the'experience was quite exciting.
(3) Career education concepts and various teaching techn1ques both re- .
ce1ved adequate treatment; there was no material of either kind that could not T
“be covered well by'this medium, - | |
As-to_the organization and_presentation-- }
(1)7 John Etheredge did a fjne job of opganizjng the course; developing,
making, and improving the preéentations;'and in:genera1 maximizihg the in-’
structional impact. One wou]é have to go far to find the equal of his talent

and dedication. . e

~

(2) ,Unfortunate1y,fthe frequent ponqperfonnance of the Grid undermined much

of his extensive organizational effort and prograrming talent. It would be

difficult to §5y what viould have happened if an inservice tra1n1ng effort such

as th1s vere "routinized" and forced to “go it alone," without constant atten-

tion and the kind of trouble-shootiny Mr, Etheredge had to do.

Overall-- o ‘ B

>
7

(1) There are no obJect1ve data concerning the long-term 1nf]uence of the
course upon participants or any follow-up activities, a1though several teachers
did tndicate on their overall evaluation forms that they had started to use
ideds from the egu?se in their classrooms and intended toucontinue.

(2) The course in career education as presentéd was successful, in spite

(3). The cost of the course per student hour was possibly prohibitive, and

"this Tevel of cost will EOntinue into the foreseeable future. .

" {4) Except for a few brief and generally unsuccessful intaractive inter-

_.'judep in the course, all the material presented could have been presented in

other training formats, and by other media at least eqda]ly well, and possibly

with less expense and confusion. G
34




. . . . J
(5) The more the lessons resembled workshdbé (in stressing demonstration '
and active involvement of participants),<the more pdSif%ve were the iéacher eval-

uat1ons, and there was a strong tendency to value the idea of pctent1a1 inter-
{

_action; thus, in sp1te of the poor dependab1Tmty record of the Grid, most

respondents cont1nued to feel that the techn1que has promise for education.

(6) Ne1ther the participating teachers nor others who had evaluative in-

put saw the dup]ex TV technique as a replacement for any ex1st1ng<;QEEzZlESA§/

training method; rather, it was generally perceived as a potential addition to

the repertory of available .training resources: assyming consistent technjta]’per-

fofmance, of course,
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(512)476-6868 i
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Dear Teacher°' - S, - -

« oot 3 Y
c PrOJect INTERACT ‘is a neW‘venture in educational use of tele-
vision technology, and. & ‘considerable amount of. evaluation
i will be necessdry in order«to get maximum beneflt from this

-~
¥
™

2]

‘innovative' effort.
of the pr03ect a
oo quent brief "form

We really need your help in” every phase
d we. know you w1ll understand that the fre-
g" you will be asked to .complete are our way

of-helping to get a clear. idea of the strengths and weaknesses
of .the duplex TV technlque -as an educational- toolJ

Because we would prefer fhat much of the evaluatlon have the
: f;eedom that comes with anonymity, we are assigning each par-
t1c1§at1ng teacher a code number, which will be used through-
out the project. You will find your code number in the top
- - right-hand corner of this letter. Please detach this number
and always use your number in responding to "the evaluation
 tests ‘and cuestlonnalres, startlng with this one.

Slncerely,

-

Presiden

Y

Y

Code#
Grade taught

" 2. Age

oﬁ spec1allzatlon, ‘if any

4. Highest: Degreé Earned

o 3 n -
L]

10.

11,
12,

13,

14,
15,

16.

FRIC - ——Y%° ——°

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Ye rs you have taught this grade

8. Years 1n this school

Qrears in this school system (a)

<

" 9. Total years of teaching (b)

Brieglyistate your involvement in career education: _ .

.

[ kad -
Have you had any career education training?

If "yes," please answer khe following;
(b) Number of workshops or "short courses" s -
Have you readﬂbeeks or articles dealing with career~educat10n°

‘Tﬁy Number of books

(c) Number of artlcles

yes ‘__IL____DO .

(a) Number of formal courses

yes

Have you had insérvice training courses in any area? ves

Have you had any.previous experience with educational TV’

-

— e

' _yes

bt

P ——

no -

ng

a2,

Ab) If "yes," describe briefly:

Have yoﬁ had any previous experience with duplex TV, as used in
(b). If "yes," describe briefly:

this project?

-—

1 )




18,
19,

20.
21.

22,
' 23,

24

27.

2“8.

209,
34.

32.
33.
34,

.35.

36.
37.
38.

39,

IN
an.

31,

I:R\(?e of tape recordings 44, Use of field trips
m=am3€ Of video tapes  © 45, 'Use of resoypge speakers .

- e a7t 00t so s ae,

12, Please list 3, thlngs you are hoping to gain ﬁron partlcrpatlon 1n

1 - this training.  ¢Be as speclflc as-you can,) § A
. (a) . . . ‘ : 1 L1 L3 L4
. (bT N - N ' 1 - 4 !
(c) . ' - -

Check (to the left) the one you consider most important.
Brlefly define career educatlon as you would describe it to a parent-of one
+ of your students:

: : :
Have you ever used spec1a1 career education currlculum mdterlals in your
classroom? yes no

Have you ever' personally- developed .any career education currlculum material
yes . no .

Is caxeer education taught in your school now? . .”-yes' no

If "y " is it being taught: (a) as a separate class . . -
(b) as:a''part of several subject areas ; ’
(c) as the teacher feels it's needed ' .

On each characteristic below, describe., the student that you would see bene-
fiting most from career education. (check one for each Aine)

(a)- Male Female Either- PN o :
' (b) . Elementary student . Jr. High student High scho
(c) Académically oriented _______vocationally oriented -
() From a "blue collar” famlly From a "white collar" .ho
ey . From the Anglo ethnic group From a minority group
What are your expectations from this type of training?. How would you compa
_its effectiveness with other types of inservic¢e training? K
q : b
The major eﬁ‘ha51s,1n caréer education is toward: I
' : (a) Vocational education (c) Special students
- (h) College 'bound students' (d) All students ' )
Approx1mately what percent of Texas' student, population drops out of formal
education each year? (a) 5% (b) 44% (c) 20% (d) .13%
The emphasis of career education In the elementary school is on: .
(a) Awareness ) ‘ . (c) Experimentation }
(b) Exploration (d) Preparation’ ' a.
In this decade approximately what percent of the jobs will require a colleg
education? (a) 50% . (b) 5% ¢ (c) 75% (d) 209
One of the methods used t%?&%oup all jobs into categories is:
(a) Professions , (e) Job Clusters '
(b) Trades (d) Job Description
What model of career egucation does Texas emphasize?
(a) Communit{-home based model ____(c) Rural-residential model
(b) School basegd model - ST (a) Employer based model

Career education is' ancther term for vocational education. {(truefor fal.

One. of the main purposes of career education is to get students to make
fairly definite career choice in elementary or junior high school. (T or F)

____The best way to teach career education is by teaching it as a separate
course at~e§ch grade level. (T or F)

The fun %mental concept of career education is that all educational exp
ences should be geared to preparation for economic independence, personal it
fillment, ahd an appreciation fbr the dignity of work. (T or F)

. In the schools, career education is the respon51b111ty of only teachers
T personally (do, do pRt) believe that career education is needed 1n\school
‘I beldieve that ca,g;eerucatJ.on (does, doesn't) need to be taught .in my
school district. (cird¥e correct answer in #37-39) .
I think that career education (will, will not) be a concept that will be a
permanerit part of the schools.of the future,

PLEASE RATE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS ON A SCALE FROM ONE TO FIVE, IN ORDER OF IMPORTAI

CARRYING OUT A QUCCESSFUL CAREER FDUCATION PROGRAM. (5 = most important) -
o'lse .of printed materials 43, Use of carecer games

-
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You-have now participated in two "sessions" of Project INTERACT. Please’ an- u
swer these quéstions, based on your overall exefriences so far. ;

1.
- 3.

10.

11.

12.

~EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION ' Appendu; B
il 2813 RIO GRANDE - ) . - .30 October 1974-;
2{l AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705, ; ‘ ’

-

S
1.

« EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

-

Code # 2. Have you enjoyed this participation? v yes no

Do you feel that the technical equipment 'has: (check one)
worked very well all the time?
' been mostly satisfactory? .. C .
had a, large number of problems? - | : )
been highly disappointing?. .. - |
Did you personally ask any questions or make any comments while "on the aii
yeés . na ) T . 3
Did you find the material presented: (check one in each column) '
h@pﬂﬂ?' ; new? . . ,
. " 0K, but not relevant? ~__a little familiar? .
mostly useless? Aﬁ“old hat"? . |
Would you say that you would probébh se anything shown 1n this projebt ii
your classroom? yes - no ) ., : .
Did you find ‘the format and physical arrangements: f{(check one)
comfortable? clumsy or distracting? i .
acceptable? discouraging to intéraction?
How would you comparg the duplex TV technique in-service training (so far)

with: (a) workshops? . workshops hetter . ,
S same B

"duplex TV better
(b) training films betfer ‘

i 2 same .
films: duplex TV better F

s v tape-slide or filmstrips better
(c) tape-slide or same . T

" filmstrips? T duplex TV better

Which of'thegg statements comes closest to deseribing your present opinion
of this training experience? (check one) -
’ (a) It needs to improve . , ,
: (b) It's really great so far.. .
(c) The material is fine, but the technique is a problem. ’
(d) JLt's mostly a waste of time.

(e) e technique is interesting, but the subject matter is only so-s
(f) It's probably the best they can do. :

What is the single most useful. thing you have learned from this Project so
far? :

)

’ ’ + ’ \

What is the fsingle most obvious fault or shortcoming of this Project so fa

- .

] . e « A

n
LS .

: 7
Can you suggest anyting that would help to improve the presentations, or
make you feel better about the time you are spending on this Project?

’ . N .
- ' ~ .

, B - - 3% . ,




. ' s - % 1¢”December 1974
' ; - Appendix C 7

PO0: Teachers participating in Pzoject INTERACT |

You have ‘recently attended two project sessions that were different in
many ways from the first two that we asked ydbu o evaluate prev1ously.
Your response to this questionnaire will be especially valuable in
planning future programs. . -

3

" Code # ) (If you do not' have a code numbex, please check with
| ' your Project Facilitator.)

1.. In comparing the first two prabrams with sessions 2 and 4, please
check one of-the following:

*

(a) I prefer the "1nformatlon" aporoach of programs 1 & 2,
jb) T prefer the "demonstration" approach of programs 3 & 4.
- (c) To me the two approaches are equally effective.

2. Please check one of these statements about the iﬁteraction format:

(2) I was satisfied with the way the interaction was’ handled
in the first two programs.

(b) I liked the "continuous"” 1ﬂteractlon in programs 3&4 bette:

[

(c) I have no real preference in thls natter.

3. Please check any of the follow1ng that apply concernlng the materials
« packets you -have been rece1v1ng _ *

complete not very helpful
» ——— . ¢
useful ’ ' . Mmostly a waste - ‘
s Ve
incomplete . : not really necessary

.
. ¢

mainly good as a resource

~
‘ .

Any comment you would like to make: _ .

-

4, Please check any of the following that apply concernlng the activitie:
' demonstrated in programs 3 & 4: .
- . * @
useful ) : ‘ not relevant to my classroom ne

not clearly presented- - e8tale or over~-used

too simplistic require unavailable materials

5. Do you‘find it difficult to find appropriate activities for the grade
level of your class? yes no (grade. taught y

6. Considering your experience in the Project so far, please check all
the followind that describe your opinions.

(2a) The TV interaction is: ef fective - , .
- . . ' ' _too hurried -
corfusing -
Other (describe):

43 g .
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' y : , )
_.(b) Passing the microphone around is:. too'troublesome
. :.;‘ . : I p ’ ,. ‘ y . ‘ distracting.
. o o o - ' ' not too bad
SO . ‘ L. . Other (déscribe):
./ B - u * . - ’ -
, ) (¢} Talking on camera is; . frightehing '
‘ o o : ‘inhibiting
. ' fun
P , T . getting easier
‘ ) . ’ _Other- (describe):
e ‘ L e e - e
' (d). I would like more inté#actioh:' yes 3 ho.l'
g C e) I.éﬁ more interested in sﬁeakihé with:
’ e - . " the presenters
f( ! . ___teachers in other site
o ) f

(f) Compared to workqups: the amount of interaction generated is:

¢ .
- < A -

e ) . . . more -
. . . less :
Wl . the same
(g§ The ene-holr }period is: S about right
! ’ . ‘ 1D ;
A ' * . too rushed
o o N ———p——
’ ] o g T . : ckowded with teo much
. o "‘M‘
. . X ’ ﬁ material
. A . . too long
. i “
L ¢ . - b too short
. j L ’ ; Other (describe):

7. What will you bg’looking for in future programs?

. . ~
. . -
~ . L v % . * P
-

. . ' O R
N . e

8. What spetific things would you change or do differently in the progra
* you have’attended’

. A




U ' .;i>‘ Appendix D, .,
o , . ! - _ 5 March 1975

. ) ¢
TO: Teachers participating in Project INTERACT .4 -
>~ T

Yoy have now completed pro&ramé 5, 6, 7, and 8 of the Project. Please an-
swer the first 5 questions about these four programs onlv. o

‘ 4
.

; — : ,

i

Code # r

4 = .
- - .

1. Did you find the material presented: (check one in each column)

helpful? new?
OXK, but not relevant? . - ,a little familiar?
mostly useless? "0ld hat"?
= - - . . _
2. Would you say that you would probably use anything shown in these ¢
programs in your classroom? yes no -
T . ’
3. Did you find the format and physical arrangements ¢ (check one)
' comfortable? . S clumsy or distracting? ‘

acceptable? . . discouraging to interaction?

4. What 1s the single most useful thing you have learned.from these 4 pro-
grams? o L

§. What is the Eingle most obvious fault or shortcoming of these 4 progra:

Now please answer the rest of the'questions which you will find familiar!

) . . . - 4
6., On each characteristic below, Gescribe the student that you would see bt
. fiting most from career education: (check one for each line) -

\J

(a) Male Female . Either

~(b): Elementary student Jr. High Student High School

. (c) Academically oriented Vocationally oriented
(@) ~From a "blue collar® family ” From a "white collar" home
(e) From the Anglo ethnic group From a minority group

——

7. The major emphasis in career education is toward: (check one)
(a) Vocatioral education  ° ~ (c) Special students
v (b) College bound students (d) All students

8. Approximately what percent of Texas' student populatioﬁ drops out of fc
mal education each year? (a) 58 (b) 44% (c) 20% ()

9. The emphasis of career education in the elementary school is on:

. (a) Awareness (c) Experimentation .
(b) Exploration (d) Preparation
In this decade approximately what percent of the jobs will reguire ac
lege education? (a) 50% (b). 5% (c¢) 75% (d),20%
SO S ~

41 15 ' “




11.- One of the methods used to group all jobs into categorles i's:

12'

13,
14.

. 15.

" 16.

17.

18.

19.

20'

(a) Professions (c) Job Clusters
____(b) Trades ) (d) ‘Job Description

What .model of career educatlon dbes Texas emphasize? .
(a) Comnunlty—home lmased moédel ’ . (c) Rural- residential mo
T (b) School based model . 7 (d) Employer based model

Career education is another term for vocational gducation. (true-£fal:

One of the main purposes of career education is to get students to mak
a fairly definite career choice in elementary or junior high school. ('
The best way to teach career education is by teaching it as a+sep-
arate course at each grade level. (T or F) .
Phe fundamental concept of career education is that all educational

experiences should be geared to preparation for economic indepen-
dence, personal fulfillment, and an apprec1atlon for the dlgnlty of
"work. (T or F)

In the schools,~career education is the respon51b111ty of only tea-
chers. (T or F) ) -

I personally (db,udo not) believe that career education is needed in sch

I believe that. career education (does, does not) need to be taught in
my school distr;c-.

I think that career - education (will, will not) be a concept that will be
permanent part of the schools of the future. -

PLEASE RATC THLC FOLLOWING ITEMS ON A- SCALE FROM ONE TO FIVE, IN ORDER OF IIPO
TANCE IN CARRYING OUT A SUCCESSFUL CARCER EDUCATION PROGRAM (5 =most importa

21.

22,

23'

Use of printed materials 24. Use of career games
Use of tape recordings . 25. Use of fieid-.trips

. » L]
Use of video tapes ~ 26. Use of resource speakers

’
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EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
2813 RIO GRANDE

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705

(512) 476-6868 . ‘ .
476-5419 ' . .

> * 8§ March 1%75
‘Dear Teacher'
The programs of fered in Proyect IN;ERACT are now completed, and we -need- an
overview from you to complete our evaluation. Please answer these questions
from the point of view of your total experience in the Project. When you
have completed the form, please send it to us in the stamped self—addressed
envelope prov1ded. ’

Thank you for your help--it has been a valuable source of evaluation materia

-Slncerely,

Spirtta ekl |

rothy A. Fruchter, Pan. D.

-President

Ty . ° '
f;Code # Number of the eight programs you have attended

11, Have you enjoyed this participation? yes no '

.2, Do you feel that ;hegtechnlcal equipment has: (check one)

worked very wi&ll all *the time? . ;

been mostly sa?.:.sfactory’> )

had a large number of problems? ——
been hlghly d:.sappo:.nt:.ng’> )

e

3. Did you personally ask, any questions or make any comments while "on the

LS es , no
4. How would you coﬁpare the duplex TV technique in-service training with:
. " (a) workshops? workshops better
J 7 same . ‘
3 © o , duplex TV better
7 (b) training films? S films better .
. _____same
" . . duplex TV better
(c) tape-slide or . C o .
£ilmstrips? Z:gz slide oy filmstrips better
L e L duplex TV better
- Y.
P
a3y ~
&7 5




.

-4

?,

ing that describe your opinions.

- (a) The TV interaction was:

(b) Pessing the microphone

around was:

5. Which of these statements comes closest to describing your opinfon of
~ this training experience? (check ope)
(a) It needs to improve.
(b} It was reailly great. .
(c) The material was fine, but the technique is a problem.
(d) It was mostly a waste of time.
(e) The technique is interesting, but the subject matter was only so-s
___ (f) 1t was probably the best they could do. |
6. Please check any of the following that apply concernlng the materials
packets you received:
complete not very helpful
useful ‘ mostly a waste
incomplete not really necessary
mainly good as a resource
Any comment you would like to make v ) .
7. Please check any of the following that apply concernlng the activities %
- demonstrated: :
useful . " .. not relevant to my classroom needs
not clearly areseﬁteu stale or over-used
) too simplistic ) - reguire unavailable materials ¢£
» ) - .
8. Did you find it difficult to,find appropriate activities for the grade
level of your class? yes no (grade taught 2) d
9. Considering your experlence in the Progect «please check all the follow-

-

effective

too hurrled
confusing

other (describe):

too troublesome
distracting
not too bad

other (describe):




PR

. {e) Talking on camera was:

__;_frightening
- ___inhibiting .
i ] . .. __ _fun g ,
© ___getting éasiéb ’
. ____Other (describe):
(d) I would have liked more interaction: ____yes no

(e) I was more interested in speaking with:

. X ) the presenters
A . -
teachers in other sites

(f) Compared to workshops, the amount of interaction generated was:

more

- _ less
. LN

ﬁ\ ' ,‘ ) the same

I

(g) The one-hour period was: about‘right

too rushed

crowded with too much materia
too long
too short

" Oother (describe):

‘10. What specific things would you change or do differently in the programs
you have attended? . . .

X
. -
‘
-

11, Dpid parficipation_in this project fulfill the hopes you had for it at tt
" beginning? ' 1y ' .
yes no -’ partly
- : . * . ) I\‘
12. What specific aspect of this traig@ng experience would you particular-
ly praise? - ' -

AN

45 ) :
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';3; Vihat spec1£1c aspect of this tralnlng experlence would you partlcularly
like to.criticize?

S
\
14. Was your Facilitator (check any that- app¥y) ) )
) a real help? : not much help? . -
- 7 essential to the Project? not really that necessary?

a little .too "bossy"? not enough of a leader?

- Y

15. Would you recommend that this kind of inservice training'be

developed £urther?
[ g » A
N dropped? ( . -

-

used extensively in its present form?

.
’

-

16. 2Any édditiqnal comments:

—

& ’ -

ﬁLEASE COMPLETE AND MAIL BY 15-MARCH ’ ’ .

46 .




Apperidix F

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CQRPORATION
J| 2813 RIO GRANDE . -
EH AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705 L .

W

4 A

( _ , October 15, 1974
7 (512)476-6868 L
476-5419

I

This organiZation will be evaluating Project INTERACT éuring thé
entire ccurse, and we have two objectives--to improve the course
during the cycle, if possible; and to aid in later decision-
making about.the utility of this méthod of training.

28 a facilitator working with Project INTERACT, you are in a key
position to help in the evaluation process. Your perceptions of
. the strencths and weaknesses of the INTERACT approach, from both
' technical ard educational points of view, will be most valuable,
and your assistance is earnestly reguested. To provide some pre-
liminary information, it would be anprec1ated if you &ould answer
+ a few brief guestions. 'Ihanksl -

Sincerely, , ' ‘ -
M1i44;Z2i/ éffjg;?QidJZDL ¥
+ ¢ porothy Al Pruchter, Ph. D. ¢
President
1. Name: © 2. Age: ’ 3. Sex:
' * ~ - N ~
4, Position: %

e L3
7 " [N

5. How long have you been in this 3job? (a) . .
In this school? (b) In th1s school system? (c)

-

6. Briefly describe your involvement in. che area of career education:

F 4

Pru

7. Hav you had formal training in Czreer Iducation? (2) yes no -
ir of urniversity or college courses: {b) , P
Number of wor&shops or .Qther snoris training experiences: Kc)

8. Have you prev1ously served as a discussion leadér in any educatlonal
context, other than elementary classroom? . yves no

8. Have you had any prev1ous experience or contact- w1th the duplex TV methoc
~ ~of presentation? yes no i

\10. If your answexr to 9 w3s "yes," would you describe this contact as:

(a) generally positive, g1v1ﬁg an impression of consider-

. able educational promise;

(b) neutral, with the good and bad aspects about equa1~

(c) generally negative, with too many pzobleNQ to allow
for real effectiveness. . -

r——

.bl 47



Ajppendi X G

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
2813 RIO GRANDE .
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705

’ 7 March 1975

The presentatlon program of INTFRACT is over, but our in-
terest ih it lingers on! And we hope yours'does too.

Seriously, we need your help to make a worthwhile evalua- . ) j
tion and to arrive at ,useful conclusions and recommenda- :
tions. We recognize that the Facilitators probably had a
strong influence on how the teachers feel about the project,
so knowing how you feel will help us to analyze the whole
outcome, end possibly to understand why.

We have decided against .a simplistic form to £ill out.
Rather, we'd prefer that yoy just put down your feelirigs ‘ ;
and observations on paper and send them to us. Of course, g
we'll have to read each response carefully and iet it sink '
in--not make a statistical number of it. If you'd.rather

. talk on a tape cassette, that will be equally acceptable; 5
we'll transqube it and return the tape to you.

Here are some ‘things we'd like 'you to cover, but you are /
not limited to these, oy any means. .
¢ 'y ' Y .
1, Please 1dent1fj yourself- and rem1nd us of your posi-
. tion and school. .

2. Comment about the content of the whole coursé--its de- |
velopment, presentation, intelligibility, etc., as dis-
tinct from‘the technical methddology.

3. Please tell us how you feel about duplex TV and the use-
fulness of interaction, feedback, discussion, etc.

4. ' Make an estimate of the percentage of teachers who
(a) really enjoyed the project; .
Ab) got much from it; <
(c) will utilize a significant quantity of suggestions; or
(@) would rather have been’'doing something else.

.

5.. Tell us whether you think the whol@ idea of duplex TV
with interaction is worth trying to .improve, .or whether
we would hé throwing good money after bad. , .

- . 6. Add anything else you'd like to say about Progect
"INTERACT and your part in it,

o &
. Please consider these in whatever context, or to any depth

you'd like, We truly want your.frank views and unlnhlblted ) Q
concerns, Naturally, we will not reveal sources to any .
, persons outs1de this corporation, . . ' \..
Thank you very much for your help. oo o %
‘ Siﬁcerely, ; . e | v . . S .

]

Dorothy A. Fruchter, Ph. D.

&
[\

-Enclosure: return envelope - 48. R " *
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. (512)476-6868 L

.

2813 RIO GRANDE ( o ) ‘ .
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705 ‘ . )

’

476-5419 R I 30 October 1974

,Dear Friend:

Some of the teachers in your community are participating in Project
"INTERACT, a new venture in educational use of television technolodgy.
Because the vhole concept is innovative, a considerable amount of
evaluation will be necessary to get the. maximum benefit from the
project. Your help is needed, mostly to provide control and "base-
liné" information. We would appreciate your fllllng out this form
on a completely anonymous basis. ‘

Thank you, . o :
r
- sy (7 T h T - :
Dorothy A% ‘;ﬁy;ter, Ph. D. ‘ )
President o . ' o . _ e
. 1. Name of school ‘ 2. City
'3, Position " If teacher, grade taught (b)
- area of specialization, if any (0) N ‘ ' ™
_ - years you have taught‘this grade (d) . , ‘
‘4. Age 5. Sex . 6. Highest degree earned
7. Years 1n this SChOOlq 8. Years in- this school system
9. Total years in school-related employment ' vt
10. Have you had any "career educatlon" traJ.nJ.ng'> yes no
11. If "yes," pledse answer the following: (a) number of formal courses
. . (b) number of workshops or "short courses” - -
12, Have you read b¢oks or artlcles dealing with career education? yes
(b) number of books (c) number of articles
-13. Have you had inservice training courses in any area? yes no
I4.'have'you had any exper{wpce with educatlonal TV? yes no
‘ (b) If "yés," describe briefly: ‘
15; Have you had any experience with ddblex TV? i yesf no
S (b) If "yes,™ describe briefly: ' ]
iG.KBfiefly define"career education” as yeu would describe it to a parent of on
' of your students:
17. Have you ever used special career education currlculum materlals in your

c:lasz!—:room'> yes no

ve you ever personally developed .any career education currlculum material
yes no

— ) 49"53 ‘ ",




» . v

19. Is.career education taught in your school now? yes no

o

20, If "yes," is it being taught: (a).as a separate class = -

« »

(b) as a part of several subject areas

. . (¢) as the teacher feels it's needed

21. On ealh characterlstlc below, describe the student that you would’ see bene
fiting most from career education. (check one for each line)

(a) Male Female - ' Either

(b) Elementary student - Jr. High student Hi scho
(¢) Academically oriented 3 Vocatlonally oriented.

(d) From a "blue collar" family From a "white collar” hom
{e) From the Anglo ethnic group Frem a minority group

22; The majoxr emphasis 1n career education is toward: (check one)
(a) Vocational education . (c) Special students
(b) College bound students (d) All students

23. Approximately what percent of Texas' student population drops out of forna

education each year? (a) 5% (b) 44% (c) 20% (d) 13%
24, The emphasis of career education in the elementary school is on:-
(a) Awarenéss . {c) Experimentation )
(b) Exploration o (d) Preparation
25. In this decade approximately what percent of the jobe will require a colle
education? (a) 50% (b) 5% (c) 75% (d) 20%
26. One of the metheds uséd to group all jobs into categories is: : 7%
(a) Professions (c) Job Clusters
(b) Trades v ’ : (d) Job Description

.27. What model of career education does Texas emphasize?
(a) Community-home based model (c) Rural-residential model
(b) School based model (d) Employer based model

28, Career education is another term for vocational education. (True or Fa

29, One of the main purposes of career education is to get students to mak
a fairly definite career choice in elementary or junlor high school. (T or l

30. __ 'The best way to teach career education is by teaching it as a separatel
course at each grade level. (T or F) 5

t

31, The fundamental concept of career education is that all educational ex:
periences should. be geared to preparation for economic independence, persol
fulfillment, and an appreciation for the dignity. of work. (T or F) 5

32, In the schools, career education 1s the respon51b111ty of only teaégegi
33, I personally (do, do not) Lelieve that carcer education is needed in ;chooa

34,.-1 belleve that career eduqatlon (does, doesn't) neged to be taught in my
school district.

35. I think that career education (will, will not) be a \concept thit will be a
permanent, part of the schools of"- the future..
J

PLEASE RATE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS ON A SCALE FROM ONE TO FIVE, IN'ORDER' OF IMPOR?
TANCE IN CARRYING OUT A SUCCESSFUL CAREER EDUCATION PRQGRAM (5 = most imporFan{

i

!
1
a
I
1
1

36. Use of prlnted Qaterlals 39. Use of career gamee )i
—

37. Use of tape recordings ’ 40. Use of field trips

38, Use of video Eapes . 4)l. Use of resource ‘speakers

i

-

%

L\L}‘ ’ %’

I:KC ¢ A L= .j;
: - %

: B




e | " Appendix 1 o . . S

- - -~ -

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORPOR/%TION . L
2813 RIO GRANDE -
(G AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705 . o & )
oo .. ) ' T & November 1974
? (512}476-6868 o .

’

" TO: Menbers oj'ghe Pro;ect INTERACT Adv1sory Ranel
FROM: D. Fruchter, Ph. D., Pre51dent of Eaucatlonal Developﬁént Corp.

»
Thank you for takin ome time from your husy schedule to help us in the
evaluation of Proje ERACT. Your insights, comments, and criticisms
" will be an import'an%vr in'seeing that maximum benefit is realized
from this innovative efIort. The questionnaire below will give us some
_backgrouhd information.. In addition, you will be asked to complete a
jef critique after each of the four videotaped presentations you will
1tor, 3s well as an overall assessment at the end of the iast presen-
tgticn. lease keep in mind that we are evaluating both the educational
content (career education) and the presentation method {1ive duplex tele-
. vision); in the latter case, we hope to be ablé to assess its value for
in-service teaching trhining and speculate about its probable worth for
teachlng children. Please feel free to make suggestions about any aspect
of thi#f project, including the evaluation process and lnst*umentg e
need "and appreciate your input., ‘Pledse return thlsaat the first sessicn
of the Advisory Pane&*that you dttend. .

s 8

* 1.- Name 2. Age 3. gex
4. Highest Degree 5. Vhere earned
6. Major subject . 7. Present position

8. Briefly describe your present or past involvement with carcer educaticn:
. N . o LRl - - i '
- 9. Brlofly describe your present or past invclvement with educational tele-

vision: ¢

.

o

TR Briefly describe your present or past.involvement_with educational appl i-
- cations of audiovisual media Bther than television: . &

«

N§33 none, check here: ) o

11 Brlefly describe yo r present or past involvement w1th workshops, semina:

- or cther "live" educational tpchnlques.
@' (It.nonq; che® herer bR k ) 3

12. Have you had experfence specifically involving duplex TV? yes T
;o

y 13. Have you ever been- a classroom teacher on any level _yes

. 14, Rave you had any previous contact.with Projec INTERACT materials?
7es | __no (If "yes", briefly describ€: .

¥

Q ) )

Please.contihué on revcrse, as %ﬁcess?ig} for ardy of the above icems.
Je . — .




13

o . . ) . INTERACT Presentation &
" , . _ Appengix J ‘Date:

- . %. ~
ADVISORY PANEL CHECﬁiIST“CRITIQUE

¥V

You have just monitored two videotaped INTERACT presentatlons. Based on
your immediate impressions, please complete the‘follow1ng. -

1. Name b\ . g ' Segment 1, Segment
4 > ‘ .
2. Would you describe your ovexall reaction as: p051t1ve'> -
. . oo neutral?
. . s negative?
As far as the subject matter is}concerned,-
3%t the presentation was: . . outstanding
: (- adequate
) : v , spotty
. o poor

4, the matérial was:
(Check 1 of tlle ’
2 possible re-
sponses for each
letter for both = . . g
. segmgnts 1 & 2.) (c) mostly fresh nd innovative
somewhat old hat L.

. (a) mostly helpful
generally useless
(s) appropriately aimed 1
. off-target '

AT 1

v . () ‘stimulating
a often boring , ' N
(e) clear and well-organized
: diffuse or poorl¥ intecgrated
-.From a technical,f point of view, -
5. the picture quality was: : outstanding
' 2 - ' adequate
. T Co spotty

i

Lo o poor

§. the camera work was: ' an- asset
‘ ) ‘ a drawback

|
s

‘g;#i the mixer control waeg ‘ " (a) smooth
ot clumsy

_ ' logical
) (b) disjointed

8. What was, in your opinion, thé best feature of the subject matter presen-
tation? -(Segment 1):
(Scgment ¢2)

L

9. What was, in ypur oplnlon, the- least satlsfactory feature of the subject
matter presentation? (Segment l)
(Segment 2) . . 1

"10, What do you feel was the best technical achlevement of the segment?
(Segment 1) : .
~ (Segment 2) .

A

11, what do you regard as the worst aspect of the technlque in tth segment?
. (Segment 1)
(Segment 2) ; ) .

e

{

oy
(v}

?;‘ | 52



12 Please give your comments about the handling of thé dlscu551on perlods
(if they were, in fact, recorded ‘ahd, presented)

% i Y ¥

13, If you have any suggestlonsfor changes in the'se presentations that might
enhance their future usefulness, please list’ them:
(Segment 1) . {
(Segment 2)

‘14, £ you have’ eny stiggestions for changes in the style, tone, or level that
might be applied to the remaining, still uncompleted segments, please
mentlon them -here. . .

. y N - . ,
/Additional Comments: SR : ‘

3




INTERACT Presentation

' s . . . )

P . .. . Appendix K Segment __* . -
. ' . Date: - o,
Do ‘ ! ¢
co \ ' ‘ ADVISORY PANEL' CHECKLIST-CRITIQUE

"You have just monltored another v1deotaped INTERACT prescntatlon. Based on.
your 1mmed1ate 1mpre551ons, please complete the. following: '

-

» 1. rqame ’ » A4 M -

- . . s W . . v

2. ould you describe ydéur overall reéption as: (check'one)

; positive? negative? .
B ‘ neutra®? . Other? ) ' o

x

>

3. As far -as the subject matter is.concernegd, the presentation was: (check
one or more)

LA ' * =, -

outé!qnding spotty
. adequate , podr
/Other: ‘ - ‘ 4

Pirase give specific comments:

*
+

3

. } . _' R '

4., As far as the sub}ect natter is concerned, the material was: (check one of
the possible responses for each letter) .

. - mostly heipful ) -1 ‘ . stimulating :
(a) generally useless ‘ (d) often boring
' ) Other: -Other:
' . d A
AL ; . ’ . )
¢ __. _ appropriately-aimed clear and well-organize
(b) - __off-target {e) — diffuseor poorly integra
‘Othez: -, ' Other:
. mostly fresh and innovative
“(e) somewhat old-hat
; Other: ’
Once again, please give specific comﬁents:‘(f). . B e

€

.

’

-

5. Whatwas, ip your opiniorn, the best feature of the subject matter presenta-
tion?

6. What was, in your opinion, the least oa+1sfactory feature of the bubjebt
matter presentation?

7.. From a technical'peint of View,,tha}picture quality was: (check 1 or more)

. .outstanding _____ spotty . k T
Y adequate ) poor T - ' S
ta o : ~ - .
-~ other: ) M ) i — et
o3

. o 54




‘

10.

"11.

12.

13.

Additional Comments:

v - - .,
. . . -

4
1)

From a technical point of view, the camera work was: {(check one)

- an asset a dfawback
Other: ! ' .
. ‘w -~ .
From a technical point of view, the mixer control was: (check one each fro
' . . i 4 . - : c . , a&b)
- . smooth |, ‘ A logical
(a). clumsy . \ (b) disjointed
Other: ' ° - : . Other: .

’

Please give specific ccmments about the overall technical achievement:

—

What dc you feel w;;\thg best techniedl achievement of the 'segment?

What do you rggard as the worst aspect of the technique in this'segment?

— -~

-~

Fleasg givé your comments about the'handling of the interacfion shown.

{ . ! B

-

L 4 :

/
If you have any suggestions for changes in this presencation that might en
hance its future usefulness, please list them:

Y {

-

+ If you have any suggestions for crhanges in the style, tone, or level that

might be applied to the remaining, still uncompleted, segments, please
mention them hers. . y . -

L3 .
— e e e . . S .

" _6:"Please,comment on thé obvious. difference betwecen thi$ segment and ros. 1

and ‘2, seen inthe last screening session.

- » s

- \

- . . - . . * Y




INTERACT Presentation
_Segment ____

_Appendix L ‘
. Date:

ADVISORY PANEL CHECKLIST-CRITIQUE

You have just monitored another videotaped INTERACT prescntation. Based on
your immediate impressions, please complete the following:

l. Name

*

2. Would you describe your overall reaction as: (check one)
o ._positive? negative?
neutral? ' Other? ' i

3. As £ar as‘the subject matter is concerned, the presentation was: (check
one or more)

a

outstanding spotty

adequate poor
Other: .
' Please give specific comments:
.
' .
S Y ' M. »or 04 . a.dt o bt - PR

4. @As far as the subject matter is concerned, the material was: (check one of
the possible responses for each letter)

mostly helpful . 1 stimulating . ..
(a) generally useless (da) often boring .
. ’ Other: ~ Other:
A o oo .
appropriately aimed clear and well-organize
(b) __ off-target (e) ° diffuseor poorly integra
Othex: . Other: -
mostly fresh and innovative .
(c) somewhat old-hat
Other: -
. Once again, please give specific cqmmenté: (f) . C e

© s
-

P

*5. Whatwas, in your opinion, the best feature of the subject matter presenta-
tion? ¥ ’ ’ > : A N * .
® : R
6. What was, in your opinion, the least satisfactory featjyre of the sabject
matter presentation? ’

Y

7. From a technicél point of view, the picture quality was: (check 1 or more)

. outstanding ' spotty: . ’ )
’ adequate ) pobr ¥ §'
Other: oo . . . . . .

. TS
. v 5§ ?;j. .




14.

10.

hance its future usefulness, please list them:

Additional Comments:

P tme e heecmme L PR

.~ ) . B
s
From a technical point of view, the camera work was: (check one)

an asset a drawback

o Other:

From a technical point of view, the mixer control was: (check one éach'frd

; . . - - a&b)
(a) smooth .. (b) logical
- clumgy "’ : disjointed
Othex: / - Other:

<

o : . . :
Pleage give specific ccmments about the overall technical achievement:

—~
L4

What dc,you feel was the best technical achievement of the segment?

Py .

What do’'you regard as the worst aspect of the éecﬁnique in this segment?

” .

Pleasg, give your, cegrents ahout the handliné of the inkeraction sHown. t-

<

If you have any suggestions for changés in this presentation that might en-

If you have any suggestions for changes in the style, tong, /or level that
might be applied tb the remaining, still uncompletec, sdgments, please

.
.

.mention them here, . -

2

v 3

? . -

"
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Appendix M , \

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
2813 RIO GRANDE
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705

(512)476-6868 . .
. 476-5419 25 March 1975

et W e )

P

TO: Members of the INTERACT Advisory Panel

FROM: : Dee Fruchter _ . , ’

First, we want to express our sincere gratitude for your con-
scientious and helpful service on this panel. The experience
has not always been painless for you, and this makes your
willingness to help all the more impressive!

There are just a few more questions about this effort that

we would like you to consider and respond to, and thls will

requlre some change of set, lncluolng at least some "suspen-
® . saon of disbeliefl" . e -

After conversation with John Etheredge, we would like to pro-
pose the following as at least strong hypotheses, and then ask

some ‘responses baseo on them: 1
. - 1. The technical problems could largely be solved with a ‘-
‘ money cormitment that would support two jtechnicians and

. one coordinator, full time.

2. There is statéwide, national, and even internationdl in-
terest in the future of duplex TV, . . .

3. The interaction, as experienced in the studlo, was not .-
available on the tapes, because the audio wiring did not ’
- _  allow for it. " . ’
N

4. The present situation in the develoonent of the grid is
a little 'complex, in that technical dependablllty hust T
proceed before programming can be effective, but programs
must be available before money will be spent on technical
‘1mprovement.

L]

The tapes this panel rev1ewed are not, and were not in-
tended to be, products, and their utlllty is largely for
evaluation. C . .

Lest you feel ,that we're framlng a preconcelved pat“on-the-back"
evaluation, be advised that we're not. Bt we don't want a few
unfortunate events to cloud objectivity. So, with these factors
in mind, please address yourselves to these few questions, place
the completed form in the provided. envelopes, and send it as soon
as poss1b1e. Thanks aga;n, in retrospect anﬁ in advance!

~

v

!

\‘l“' . : ) . 'v" ’
ERIC | N 8 )




1.

2.

4.

How could you see the duplex grid best serving the_TEA?

. {

oo 2R
Assuming that ﬁﬂ%‘téchhical difficulties can be overcome, and that
good prograrming is available, what do you see as the major advan-
tages and disadvantages ¢f the telecomputeh grid to education in

. eastern Texas?

-~
.
A r

,How do you compare this technigue of training and education with
.other methods such as: self administered programmed instruction;

conferences and’ conventions; workshops; instructional films in
groups~ exploratory and discovery groups; combinations of these? -




.Appendix N »

EDUCATIONA L'DEVE LOPMENT C O_RPORA.TI ON

2813 RIO GRANDE . )
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78705 ‘ ‘

(512)};:?2% " 22 January 1975 -

.

PROJECT INTERACT ‘
EVALUATION GUIDELINES FOR INTERVIEWS AND/OR OBSERVATIONS o

In an effort to give some structure to your observations and in-
sights, the following questions are offered. (Of course, al}
comments are welcome--these are only a few of many areas of 1in-
terest.) Mote that these items are presented as a guideline for
topics to be covered in the interview, rather than as a rigid
format for interviewing. Ideally, the interview should be con-
ducted informally, without reference to this form while speaking
to the participant, and comments and observations should be noted
on this sheet after the session.

(Y .

l. How is the techniqué WOrkiné?

\]
[ S

2. Does the "production” get in the way of the "training" for
the Killeen audience? . Comments:

3. Are the teachers really responding to this training experi-
ence? Comments: :

4. 1In your opinion, is the duplex TV technique swcomparing favor=-
ably with "live" workshops? )
with other media methods?

_‘Comments :

et dant



»-
T

- 5. How effective is the facilitatox] in enéo&fﬁginq interaction?
. 3 ’ — =
r , , ' T '5:: . . B
k. _ — .- 3
[ -
(This impression is mostly. based on obSGrvatlon,
# ., ——————-——lnteerew ) (check one)

) . - P

6. Could you make any statcments concernlng thg sense of involve-
ment of the 1oca1 participants? 4 L )

»

of the teachers at other sites?'

.

3

L -

" 7. D® you feel that direct observation gives a different 1mpres-
sion from videotape screcning? Comment:

* * * R * * * * * D * * * *

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTS: -




The regular.members

Robert Collinson
R. C. Fisher
George Lipscomb
Reeve Love
Halter Rambo
Lucille Savage
Handa Stedman
.Ben Teague
Marvin Veselka

The following attended one or more of the sessions and completed checklist
critiques, but the main portion of the cited input came from the regula

panel members:

bBorothy A. Fruchter
Gary Haseloff
George Higginson
[argaret Lindsey
Martha Hestbrook

-

of the Advisory Panél were:

*

/
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